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REMARKS 


Entry of tlxe"foregoing amendmentvand reconsitJerafioiTof tHesutiject 
application, in light of the enclosed Petition for Extension of Time and the 
following remarks, are respectfully requested. 

No new issues have been raised by this amendment. 

Claim 1 has been amended; Claims 5, and 7 have been canceled; and 
consequently, Claims 1-5, 6, and 8-10 are now present in this application. 

Attached hereto is a marked version of the amended claims to show 
changes made by the current amendment. The attached page is captioned 
"VERSION WITH MARKINGS TO SHOW CHANGES" 

In brief overview, the fire-protection glass panel of the present invention 
has a heat-ray reflection film formed on the surface of at least one of the glass 
plates. The heat-ray reflection film is made of indium oxide containing tin, and 
has a reflectance of 50% or more, 70% or more, and 80% or more, for a light of a 
wavelength of I5G0nm, 2500nm and 3000nm, respectively. The heat-ray 
reflection film also has an average transmittance of 60% or more and an average 
reflectance of 1 5% or less for visible rays. 
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Noting that the heat energy of a building fire is mainly light over a range 
of 2000-3000nm in wavelength, the fire-protection glass panel of the present 
invention utilizes a low transparency foTtight wavelengtHsof 2000~3000nm; 
However, if a panel having low transparency exhibits high heat absorption, 
resulting in an elevated temperature that may emit heat to the backside, which is 
undesirable. Accordingly, the present invention utilizes a film having a high 
reflectance for a light waivlength of 2000-3000nm. 

The heat-ray reflection film used in the panel is made of indium oxide 
containing tin and has a reflectance of 50% or more, 70% or more, and 80% or 
more, for a light of a wavelength of ISOOnm, 2500nm and 3000nm, respectively. 
As a result, it can practically prevent heat from the fire from passing through and 
can ensure the path of refuge at the backside of the panel 

Further, it should be noted that the heat-ray reflection film used in the 
present invention is transparent to visible light. Therefore, the fire-protection 
glass panel is able to insure visibility therethrough sufficient to perform recurring 
activity. 

The heat-ray reflection film used in the present invention is very different 
from a sunlight reflecting coating and a infrared reflecting coating, which are 
usually used for reflecting the sunlight and infrared radiation, respectively. 

ft should be noted that sunlight has a peak energy at a wavelength of 
550ma The sunlight reflecting coating is different from the film of the present 
invention in that it reflects visible light, thereby producing a mirror-like 
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appearance as opposed to the present invention, which is transparent to visible 
light. 

The infrared reflecting coating is usually used on, for example* window 
glass, for reflecting infrared radiation emitted from, for example, a heater to 
provide thermal insulation to the window glass. Infrared rays have wavelengths 
in excess of 3 ^m and a peak energy at a wavelength about 10pm, Accordingly* it 
is evident that infrared-reflecting coating is very different form the heat-ray 
reflection film used in the present invention. 

Claims 1-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Friedman in view of Terneu, which rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Friedman et al (U.S.P. 5,908,704) teaches that "a surface treatment may be 
carried out for heat-ray reflection." However, Friedman fails to disclose the 
particular surface treatment, let alone the meets and bounds, specified in the 
claims as now amended. Friedman discloses an interlayer film for protective 
glazing laminates, which is a THV film. It is of particular relevance and should 
be noted that THV film is very different from the heat-ray reflecting film 
disclosed and claimed in the present invention, which is made of indium oxide 
containing tin. Friedman does not disclose or teach the THV film having a 
reflectance of 50% or more, 70% or more, and 80% or more, for a light of a 
wavelength of 1 SQOnm, 2500nm and 3000nm, respectively, and further has an 
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average transmittance of 60% or more and an average reflectance of 1 5% or less 
for visible rays. The Examiner pointed to column 6, lines 24-28, of the Friedman 
reference for support. However, tfiereTfiedraan onlyUescr iBesthe possiBilityof ~ 
known heat reflectance treatment being added onto a surface of the laminating 
substrates. It fails described with particularity what is the known heat reflectance 
treatment in such a way as to adequately support an obviousness type rejection of 
the specific limitations of the presently claimed invention. It could be understood 
by those skilled in the art that the heat reflectance treatment is the sunlight 
reflecting coating or the infrared-ray reflecting coating. As discussed above, heat 
radiation protection from the sun is very different from heat radiation from a fire, 
which involves greater structural consideration than mere use. 

Tarneu et al reference discloses a transparent glazing panels having an 
infrared-ray reflecting film, which is very different from the presently claimed 
heat-ray reflecting film, as already described above. In detail, the infrared-ray 
reflecting coating is usually used on, for example, a window glass, for reflecting 
infrared ray emitted from a heater to provide thermal insulation to the window 
glass. The infrared rays have wave lengths in excess of 3 ^m and a peak energy 
at a wavelength about 10|im (see column 1, lines 7-14). This is distinctively 
different from the heat-ray reflecting film recited in amended Claim 1. Further, 
Terneu discloses tin oxide film in the infrared-ray reflecting film. The film is 
very different from the heat-ray reflecting film in the present invention, which is 
made of indium oxide containing tin and which has a reflectance of 50% or more, 
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70% or more, and 80% or more, for a light of a wavelength ofisoonm, 2500nm 
and 3000nm, respectively, and an average transmittance of 60% or more and an 
average reflectance of T5%WlesTf6Fvisi61e rays, Th^tiFOTid^film^irdisclosea" 
in Terneu, but it is lower in the reflectance for the light wavelengths of 2000- 
3000nm than the indium oxide containing tin. This is evident from comparison of 
examples 1 and 2 of the present application. Therefore, the present invention of 
amended claim 1 is neither disclosed nor taught from Friedman and Terneu et al, 
atone or in combination thereof. 

In conclusion, while discussed above, it is important to emphasized 
the important aspects of the present Invention* et al, that substantially 
differentiate it from the prior art. The claims specifically require a 
reflectance of 50% or more, 70% or more, and 80% or more, for a light of a 
wavelength of ISOOnm, 2500nra and 3000nm, respectively. While the prior 
art may allegedly disclose in general the same chemical components as that 
which is claimed, the prior art fails to disclose the actual materia! exhibiting 
the above mentioned characteristics. To assert that such characteristics are 
simply a matter of design choice would constitute impermissible use of 
hindsight 

Additionally, as discussed above, It should be noted that sunlight has 
a peak energy at a wavelength of S50nm, The sunlight reflecting coating is 
different from the film of the present invention in that it reflects visible light, 
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thereby producing a mirror-like appearance as opposed to the present 
invention, which is transparent to visible light. Accordingly, this teaching is 
contrary to the claimed limitation of "an average reflectance ofT5%or l^T 
for visible rays/' 

In light of the foregoing, the application is now believed to be in proper 
form for allowance of all claims and notice to that effect is earnestly solicited. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the claims is respectfully solicited. 


Respectfully submitted, y 

' Alfred Basichas 
Reg. No. 38,771 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius, llp 
101 Park Avenue 
New York, NY 10178-0060 
Tel. 212 309 2120 
Fax. 212 309 6273 


Dated: April 30, 2002 

End. : Marked reproduction of the 
amended original claim 1 ; 
and Petition for Extension of 
Time. 
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VERSION WITH MARKINGS TO SHOW CHANGES 

T (Amend^)Xfire-protectionglass produ^RwnpTH^nHierding 
characteristic, comprising: 
a plurality of fireproof glass plats; 

a resin intermediate layer interposed between adjacent ones of said glass 
platesLasd 

a heat-ray reflection film formed on the surface of at least one of said 
glass plate s, said heat-ray reflection film being made of indium oxide 
containing tin and having a reflectance of 50% or more, 70% or more, 
and 80% or more, for a light of a wavelength of ISOOnro, 2500nm and 
3000nm. respectively, and an average transmittance of 60% or more ssd 
an average reflectance of 15% or less for visible rays. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT & TRADVMA 

kRK OFFICE 

Appln. Ser. No.: 

Filed: 

Inventor(s): 

AttyDkt: 





09/677,502 

10/02/2000 

HASHIBE etal 

0694-134 
(056076-5087) 

Title: Fire Protection Glass Panel with a Heat Shielding 
Characteristic 

Examiner: SERGENT, R 

Art Unit: 1711 


Asst. Comm'r for Patents 
Washington, D C. 20231-0001 


PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 


V 


Sir: 


Pursuant to the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a), Applicants hereby petition for a t\#i^ 
month extension of time to May 3, 2002, in order to respond to the Office Action mailed on 
December 3, 2001 . Please debit the firm's Deposit Account No. 08-2776 in the amount _ 
$400.00. If this paper should necessitate any fees under 37 CFR. § 1.16 or § 1.17 not provi<|£3^ 
or if there has been an overpayment, please debit or credit the firm's Deposit Account as 
necessary. 

Respectful^ submitted, 




Alfred Basichas 
Reg. No. 38,771 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius, LLP 
101 Park Avenue 

New York, New York 10178-0060 

212-309-2120 

Fax 212-949-2795 


Dated: May 2, 2002 
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